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judge them worthy of contempt and silence, rather than of a
and factitious refutation.                                                    *

Therefore in accordance mth the law just approved, I shall affirm
and say the opposite1. I should like to know where he has ever
found this law promulgated. He has already laid quite enough
stress upon it, but in the same passage I have already given a
sufficient denial to my authorship of it, viz. in my annotations on
the words : To believe, say, and affirm the opposite of what is doubtful.
Nor do I believe that he will go on maintaining that it is mine if
he is questioned about the matter. He introduced me above in
paragraph 3, as speaking about doubtful matters in the following
terms : You will neither affirm nor deny them, you will employ neither,
and will regard both their affirmation and denial as false. Shortly
afterwards in his epitome of my doctrine his version is that we
ought to withhold our assent from the doubtful as though it were
openly false, and, altering our attitude to its direct opposite, assume
an opinion which represents it as being false and imaginary*. Now
this is plainly something quite different from affirming and saying
the opposite, in such a way as to treat that opposite as true in the
way he here supposes I do. Further when I, in Meditation I, said
that I sometimes tried to convince myself of the opposite of the
belief that I had formerly rashly held, I immediately added that I
wished to do so in order to balance the weight of my prejudices
equally on both sides and not be inclined towards one rather than
the other. But I made it clear that it was not my intention to
regard either as true or to set that up as the foundation of our most
certain knowledge, as is unfairly represented elsewhere by my critic.
Therefore I should like to know what his intention was in bringing
up this law of his framing. If it is for the purpose of ascribing it
fictitiously to me, I mark a lack of candour on his part; for it is
clear from what he has said that he knows well enough that it is not
any law of mine, because no one could believe that both alternatives
ought to be considered false, as he said was my opinion, and at the
same time affirm and allege that the opposite of one of them was
true, as his version of the law has it. But if he adduced this law
merely to show animus, in order that he might have some means of
attacking me, I nevertheless wonder at the acumen of his intellect,
that has been able to excogitate nothing more plausible or subtle.
I marvel that he has had leisure to expend so many words in refuting
an opinion of an absurdity that would hardly impose even on a
1 Of. p. 268, sub fin.                   2 Of. p. 265, par. 8.